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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
AT RI CHVOND, MARCH 7, 2001
APPLI CATI ON OF
WASHI NGTON GAS LI GHT COVPANY CASE NO. PUEO00474
For approval of a plan for
i npl enenting retail supply

choi ce

ORDER GRANTI NG APPLI CATI ON

On Septenber 11, 2000, Washington Gas Light Conpany ("WA"
or "Conpany") applied for approval of a proposed plan for
i npl enenting retail supply choice pursuant to 8 56-235.8 of the
Code of Virginia. WAL states that it seeks to provide natura
gas retail supply choice to all of its custoners in Virginia,
i ncludi ng those served by its Shenandoah Gas Division, over a
t wo- year peri od.

On Cctober 24, 2000, the Conmi ssion entered an Order for
Noti ce, Comment or Request for Hearing wherein we directed the
Conpany to give notice of its application, and provide the
public an opportunity to file, on or before Decenber 13, 2000,
comments and requests for hearing on the proposed plan. On
January 10, 2001, the Commi ssion issued an Amendi ng O der
extending the period for consideration of the Conpany's
application to March 9, 2001, as permtted by the statute.

In response to the notice of the application, coments were

filed with the Cerk of the Comm ssion by Roanoke Gas Conpany



(" Roanoke Gas") and by the Division of Consumer Counsel, Ofice
of the Attorney General ("Consumer Counsel"). Roanoke Gas
provi ded no specific comments relative to this plan, but
requested that it be given the authority to offer comments on

i ssues affecting other natural gas distribution conpanies as
they may arise during the course of this proceeding.

Consuner Counsel addressed several issues relating to the
proposed plan. Specifically, Consuner Counsel expressed concern
about two conponents of the proposed gas supply realignnment
adj ustnment ("GSRA"): (1) that by assessing the GSRA to all firm
service custoners, non-participating custoners will be adversely
affected; and (2) the nethodology for calculating the GSRA is
uncl ear and shoul d be defined so that stranded costs arising
from pi peline capacity are determ ned not as the average cost of
all pipeline capacity providers, but rather on a pipeline by
pi pel i ne basi s.

On Decenber 15, 2000, Staff filed its Report in this
matter. In its Report, the Staff conmmented on severa
conponents of the Conmpany's plan. The specific itens addressed
by Staff were: (1) inplenentation schedule -- the phase-in of
Shenandoah di vi sion customers, and the inplementation of the
GSRA; (2) refund el enent of the GSRA;, (3) supplier fees and
charges -- equalization charge, bal anci ng charges and bal anci ng
penalties; (4) codes of conduct; and (5) general tariff

provi si ons.



| npl enent ati on schedule: Staff recomends that either al

of WA.'s Shenandoah Division residential custoners be eligible
for participation in retail choice beginning April 1, 2001, or
that WAL shift the phase-in of the remaining one-half of
Shenandoah Division's residential custoners concurrent with
WEL's second group of residential custonmers on January 1, 2002.
Staff observed that permtting all of Shenandoah's custoners to
participate in retail choice effective April 1, 2001, would
elimnate the need to determne the eligibility of any
residential custoners during the enroll nment process.

Ref und el enent of the GSRA Staff recommends that during

the first year of operation under the retail choice plan, the
Conmpany track supplier refunds associated with pipeline capacity
contracts and propose a nethodol ogy for allocating such refunds
to both their full service custonmers and to those participating
in the retail choice program

Supplier fees and charges (equalization charge, bal ancing

charge and bal ancing penalties): Staff reconmends that the
Conmpany clarify the | anguage of proposed Rate Schedule No. 9 to
specify both the basis for, and derivation of, the proposed
equal i zation charge for both Washi ngton Gas and t he Shenandoah
Division. Next, Staff recomrends that the Conpany provide for
monthly reconciliation of the inbal ance account in the bal anci ng
charge provision of the proposed Rate Schedule 9. Finally,

Staff recomends that the Conpany inpose the sane penalties for



Rat e Schedule No. 9 as are inposed by Rate Schedul e No. 7.

Staff observed that the proposed penalties in Rate Schedul e

No. 9 exceed those penalties currently inposed on interruptible
custoners receiving service under Rate Schedul e No. 7.

Codes of conduct: Staff recommends that if the Interim

Rul es Governing Electric and Natural Gas Retail Access Pil ot
Prograns should be revised in the future for application to
permanent retail supply choice prograns, the Conpany shoul d
modify its tariffs to conply with such revi sions.

Ceneral tariff provisions: Staff recommends that the

current two-page retail rate summary be expanded to include
retail rates billed for Schedul es 1A, 2A, and 3A and to

i ncorporate the proposed GSRA factor for each firm service
cl ass.

Staff further recomrends that WAL clarify | anguage in the
availability section of Schedules 1A, 2A, and 3A to nake plain
what circunstances woul d render a customer ineligible for
Delivery Service solely as a result of a changed | ocation when
retail supply is being inplenented on a systemw de basis. In
addition, if there are other conditions that would render the
custoner ineligible, those conditions should be cited in this
section.

Staff reconmmends that WEL distribute lists of eligible

custonmers to interested suppliers in a "zip plus four"” format.



Staff recomrends that WG establish a uniformpenalty in
all cases where a supplier is unable to provi de adequate proof
of enrollnment, regardless of the neans of enrollnent (either via
t el ephone or internet).

Staff recommends that the Conpany del ete several
requirements in Rate Schedule No. 9 pertaining to supplier's
responsibility to cooperate with the custoner. Staff observed
that these provisions are duplicative of requirenents already
contained in the licensure provisions of the Interim Rules,

20 VAC 5-311-50.

Finally, Staff recommends that the reference to a 48-hour
grace period for delivering the DRV stated in the
"responsibility for Gas Delivery" section of Rate Schedule No. 9
shoul d be del et ed.

Overall, Staff found that the proposed plan, as nodified by
Staff, should not adversely affect the quality, safety or
reliability of the natural gas service provided by W&, nor
should it affect the provision of adequate service to the
utility's custoners. Furthernore, the Staff found that the
proposed phase-in could be acconplished over a 12-nonth period
wi t hout inpact on the Conpany's operations.

On February 9, 2001, WA filed comments on the Staff Report
and on Consuner Counsel's comrents. The filing contained three
sets of proposed revised tariff pages for WG as foll ows:

(1) proposed revised tariff pages to inplenment a Gas Supply



Real i gnment Adj ustment (" GSRA") provision to recover certain
"nonm ti gabl e costs associated with the provision of retai
supply choice," effective Septenber 28, 2000; (2) proposed
revised tariff pages to begin the phase-in of retail supply
choice on a permanent basis for all custoners of WA, effective
January 1, 2001;' and (3) proposed revised tariff pages to

i npl ement daily bal ancing on the WAL system effective April 1,
2001. The Shenandoah Divi sion, which does not have an on-goi ng
retail access pilot program proposed to begin the phase-in of
retail supply choice on a permanent basis for all custoners
effective April 1, 2001.2 At the same time, the Shenandoah

Di vi sion proposed to inplenent a GSRA and daily bal anci ng.

The Conpany has agreed to the majority of the Staff
comments about its proposed plan and has revised its plan in
response to Staff's specific recommendati ons. The only
exception to Staff's reconmendati ons made by t he Conpany occurs
in the recommendation that the Conpany apply the sane penalties

in Rate Schedule No. 9 and Schedule No. 7. The Conpany

1 Under the schedul e proposed by WGL for phase-in of the retail choice plan
one-hal f of residential custoners and all commercial and industrial and group
net ered apartnent custoners would be eligible to participate in the retai
choice plan effective January 1, 2001, with the renmining one-half of the
Conpany's residential custoners eligible to participate effective January 1,
2002.

2 Under the schedul e proposed by the Shenandoah Division for phase-in of the
retail choice plan, one-half of residential custoners and all comercial and
i ndustrial and group netered apartnent custoners would be eligible to
participate in the retail choice plan, effective April 1, 2001, with the
remai ni ng one-half of the Conpany's residential custoners eligible to
participate effective April 1, 2002.



mai ntains that its exposure is not the same under the two
schedul es and that Schedule 7 failures relate to one custoner,
while Schedule 9 relates to a marketer's entire custoner base.

The Conmi ssion agrees with the Conpany's rationale for
applying different penalties to Rate Schedule Nos. 7 and 9.
There does exist a greater potential for harmto the Conpany's
operations due to supplier/custoner nonconpliance. The
Conmission will continue to nonitor this situation.

WEL has agreed to the Consuner Counsel's recommendation to
establish a limt on the GSRA surcharge applicable to
residential firmsales custonmers of the Conpany and the
Shenandoah Division simlar to the "cap” utilized for its
residential customers in Maryland. The Conpany has provided
proposed revised tariff pages of WA, and the Shenandoah Di vi si on
reflecting this charge.

NOW THE COW SSI ON, upon consi deration of the application
and comrents thereto, the Staff Report and the comments thereto,
and the applicable law, is of the opinion and finds that WA's
request for approval of a proposed plan for inplenenting retai
supply choice, revised to incorporate Staff's recomendati ons
except those pertaining to penalties for failure to deliver, is
reasonabl e and should be granted. W therefore will approve the
anended retail choice plan proposed by WA and t he Shenandoah

Division, as reflected in the proposed revised tariff pages



included in Attachnments 1 and 2 to WAL's Mdtion to File
Response.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Conpany's application for approval of a proposed
pl an for inplenenting natural gas retail supply choice to all of
its custoners in Virginia, including those served by its
Shenandoah Gas Division, over a two-year period, is approved,
condi tioned upon the requirenents set forth above.

(2) There being nothing further to be done herein, this
matter shall be dism ssed fromthe Conm ssion's docket of active

pr oceedi ngs.



